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EISENHAUER, J.

A father appeals the termination of his parental rights to his children. He
contends the State failed to prove the grounds for termination by clear and
convincing evidence. We review this claim de novo. Inre K.B., 753 N.W.2d 14,
15 (lowa 2008).

The children were adjudicated in need of assistance following reports of
substance abuse and domestic violence in the home. Subsequently, founded
child abuse reports concluded the parents had failed to provide proper
supervision because the children were left home without adult supervision while
locked in rooms with no safe exit in case of emergency, and the father had
physically abused the oldest child. The mother, who has not appealed from the
termination order, did not participate in services to reunify her with the children.
The father did avail himself of the services offered, and showed improvement in
his parenting as long as service providers directed his actions. However, the
father has shown little insight on how to parent the children without this direction.

The father's parental rights were terminated pursuant to lowa Code
sections 232.116(1)(e) and (f) (2007). We need only find termination proper
under one ground to affirm. In re R.R.K., 544 N.W.2d 274, 276 (lowa Ct. App.
1995). Termination is appropriate under section 232.116(1)(f) where the State
proves by clear and convincing evidence the following:

(1) The child is four years of age or older.

(2) The child has been adjudicated a child in need of assistance
pursuant to section 232.96.



(3) The child has been removed from the physical custody of the

child's parents for at least twelve of the last eighteen months, or for

the last twelve consecutive months and any trial period at home

has been less than thirty days.

(4) There is clear and convincing evidence that at the present time

the child cannot be returned to the custody of the child's parents as

provided in section 232.102.

The father first argues the State failed to prove “that the trial period at
home was less than thirty days when approximately three months of placement
at home were interrupted only by short stays in foster care.” Section
232.116(1)(f)(3) requires proof a child has been removed for either (1) twelve of
the last eighteen months or (2) twelve consecutive months with a trial period at
home of less than thirty days. There is no dispute the children had been
removed from the father’'s care for more than twelve of the eighteen months
leading up to termination.

The father also disputes there is clear and convincing evidence the
children cannot be returned to his care. We disagree. Although the father made
progress in his parenting skills, this progress was attributable to the direction of
the service providers. None of these providers recommended the children be
returned to the father’s care, instead indicating the children would be at risk of
harm if returned or left unsupervised with the father for a length of time. It is
likely the father will allow continued contact with the mother despite the danger
she presents to the children. Because the father has not demonstrated he can

safely parent the children without assistance, we conclude the children cannot be

returned to his care.



Because the State has proved the grounds for termination by clear and
convincing evidence, we affirm.

AFFIRMED.



